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DETAILED ACTION 

Information Disclosure Statement 

1. The information disclosure statements (IDS) submitted on November 18, 2005; 
December 15, 2005; January 20, 2006; and May 9, 2006 were filed after the mailing date of the 
application on April 16, 2004. The submission is in compliance with the provisions of 37 
CFR 1.97. Accordingly, the information disclosure statement is being considered by the 
examiner. 

Specification 

2. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: According to MPEP 
§ 608.01 (m), the present Office practice is to insist that each claim must be the object of a 
sentence starting with "I (or we) claim," "The invention claimed is" (or the equivalent). The 
phrase "Claims" is not considered equivalent to these appropriate phrases. Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 1 recites "A method 
of editing an initial image, comprising the steps of; A first process. . ." where it should recite "A 
method of editing an initial image, comprising the steps of: A first process. . .". According to 
MPEP § 608.01 (m), each claim should end with a period, and Claim 1 does not end with a 
period. Appropriate correction is required. 
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4. Claim 4 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 4 recites "... further 
comprising the step of, using said calculated intersection. . where it should recite . .further 
comprising the step of using said calculated intersection. . Appropriate correction is required. 

5. Claim 24 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 24 recites "The 
system of claim 22 where in said first. . ." where it should recite "The system of claim 22 wherein 
said first. . . Appropriate correction is required. 

6. Claim 28 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 28 recites "A 
method of creating an result image. . where it should recite "A method of creating a result 
image. . . Appropriate correction is required. 

7. Claim 30 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 30 recites 

". . .where said result image result is both defined. . ." where it should recite ". . .where said result 
image is both defined. . . " Appropriate correction is required. 

8. Claim 58 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 58 recites "... said 
function calls selected from one or more of the following options, (i) creating. . .(v) creating a 
context; and (v) rendering a image. . ." where it should recite "... said function calls selected from 
one or more of the following options: (i) creating. . .(v) creating a context, and (yi) rendering an 
image. . .". Appropriate correction is required. 
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9. Claim 63 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 63 recites "... said 
function calls selected from one or more of the following options, (i) creating of an image, (ii) 
creating a context; and (v) rendering a image..." where it should recite"... said function calls 
selected from one or more of the following options, (i) creating of an image, (ii) creating a 
context, and (v) rendering an image. . .". Appropriate correction is required. 

10. Claim 71 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 71 does not end 
with a period. Appropriate correction is required. 

1 1 . Claim 74 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 74 recites 

"... comprising the steps of, A first process ..." where it should recite "... comprising the steps of: 
A first process. . . ". Appropriate correction is required. 

12. Claim 75 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 75 recites 
"comprising the steps of Creating a first graph. . .(ii) create program steps for calculating and 
storing only the portions of any intermediary mage..." where it should recite "comprising the 
steps of: Creating a first graph. . .(ii) create program steps for calculating and storing only the 
portions of any intermediary image.. ."". Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

13. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 
122(b), by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for 
patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United 
States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international 
application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for 
purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the 
international application designated the United States and was published under Article 
21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

14. Claim 75 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Olano 
(US006717599B1). 

Olano describes a method for converting a first image representation into a second image 
representation, comprising the steps of: creating a first graph associated with the first image 
representation where software routines for creating such graph execute on a CPU (Col. 5, lines 3- 
10; Col. 4, lines 30-35; Col. 3, lines 48-53), determining an intersection of the first graph's 
global domain of definition and global region of interest; resolving a first node in the first graph 
by running software routines on the CPU to (i) determine if the first node may be combined with 
a second node and (ii) create program steps for calculating and storing only portions of any 
intermediary image that relate to the intersection (Col. 5, lines 33-60), the program steps for 
compilation on the CPU and execution on a GPU (Col. 4, lines 30-35; Col. 3, lines 48-53). 

Thus, it reasonably appears that Olano describes or discloses every element of the claim, 
and therefore anticipates the claim subject. 
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15. Claims 79-84 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by McCrossin 
(US006600840B1). 

16. With regard to Claim 79, McCrossin describes an image processing application program 
interface embodied on one or more computer readable media (Col. 6, lines 25-30), comprising a 
first group of services related to filter objects (Col. 6, lines 59-67); a second group of service 
related to image objects; a third group of services related to context objects (Col. 6, lines 51-53); 
and a fourth group of services related to vector objects (Col. 7, lines 14-17). 

17. With regard to Claim 80, McCrossin describes that the first group of services comprise 
first functions to create filter objects; second functions to set filter object parameters; and third 
functions to obtain filter object output (Col. 2, lines 25-32). 

18. With regard to Claim 81, McCrossin describes that the second group of services comprise 
first function to create image objects (Col 6, lines 51-56); and second functions to render an 
image object to a context object (Col. 9, lines 7-18). 

19. With regard to Claim 82, McCrossin describes that the third group of services comprise 
first functions to create context objects (Col. 5, lines 46-67). 
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20. With regard to Claim 83, McCrossin describes that the fourth group of services comprise 
first functions to create vector objects (Col. 7, lines 15-32). 

21 . With regard to Claim 84, McCrossin discloses an application program interface for 
facilitating image processing (Col. 6, lines 25-30), the application program interface comprising 
functions to create image objects; create context objects (Col. 6, lines 51-53); create filter 
objects; set filter object parameters; obtain filter object output (Col. 2, lines 25-32); and convert 
image objects into context objects (Col. 6, lines 51-53). 

22. Thus, it reasonably appears that McCrossin describes or discloses every element of 
Claims 78-84 and therefore anticipates the claims subject. 

Claim Rejections - 35 VSC § 103 

23. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

24. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham \. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 
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1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3 . Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

25. Claims 1, 2, 4-6, 8, 1 1-23, 25-32, 36-41, 43-47, 51-56, 58, 61-64, 66-74, and 85 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Olano (US006717599B1) in view of 
McCrossin (US006600840B1). 

26. With regard to Claim 1, Olano discloses a method of editing an initial image, comprising 
the steps of a first process requesting a filter from a second process; the related filter and initial 
image comprising a program (Col. 6, line 50-Col. 7, line 3), said second process compiling the 
program, yielding a compiled program; running at least a portion of the compiled program to 
apply a function of the filter to the image, yielding an pixel-image result (Col. 2, lines 52-56). 

However, Olano does not teach that the first process defines a relationship between the 
filter and the initial image. However, McCrossin discloses a method of editing an initial image, 
comprising the steps of a first process requesting a filter from a second process; said first process 
defining a relationship between the filter and the initial image (Col. 6, line 46-Col. 7, line 9). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention by 
applicant to modify the device of Olano so that the first process defines a relationship between 
the filter and the initial image as suggested by McCrossin because McCrossin suggests the 
advantage of reducing the amount of processing required to convert image data from the original 
or input format into the desired output format (Col. 1, lines 54-57; Col. 2, lines 3-24). 
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27. With regard to Claim 2, Olano describes having the additional step of optimizing the 
program (CoL 4, lines 30-36). 

28. With regard to Claim 4, Olano describes that the step of optimizing includes the step of 
calculating an intersection, the intersection representing an area where the pixel-image result is 
both defined and in a result region requested of the second process (Col. 5, lines 33-60). 

29. With regard to Claim 5, Olano describes the step of using the calculated intersection to 
limit the number of pixels that require calculation during the running of the compiled program 
(Col. 5, lines 33-60). 

30. With regard to Claim 6, Olano describes the step of using the calculated intersection to 
limit the amount of memory necessary for storing calculated images (Col. 5, lines 33-60). 

3 1 . With regard to Claim 8, Olano describes that the compiled program comprises a 
component for a first microprocessor and a component for a second microprocessor (Col. 3, lines 
45-53). 

32. With regard to Claim 11, Olano describes that the first microprocessor is a CPU and the 
second microprocessor is a GPU (Col. 3, lines 45-53). 
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33. With regard to Claim 12, Olano describes that the first and second microprocessors are 
both CPUs (Col. 11, lines 49-50). 

34. With regard to Claim 13, Olano describes that the first and second microprocessors are 
both GPUs (Col 11, lines 53-55). 

35. With regard to Claim 14, Olano describes that the initial image is only a color (Col. 1, 
lines 38-42). 

36. With regard to Claim 15, Olano describes that the first process is an application program 
(Col. 4, lines 12-21). 

37. With regard to Claim 16, Olano describes that the second process comprises a suite of 
graphics services functions (Col. 4, lines 15-21). 

38. With regard to Claim 17, Olano describes that an operating system comprises the second 
process (Col. 4, lines 48-53). 



39. With regard to Claim 18, Olano describes that the first process requests a high-level filter 
and the second process responds with an object representing a lower-level filter (Col. 4, lines 30- 
36). 
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40. With regard to Claim 19, Olano describes that the first process (102, Figure 1) and 
second process (104) run on a CPU (904, Figure 9) and the compiled program runs on a GPU 
(903) (Col. 1 1, lines 53-58; Col. 2, lines 53-56; Col. 4, lines 1 1-21, 30-36). 

41 . With regard to Claims 20 and 21, these claims are both similar in scope to Claim 19, and 
therefore are rejected under the same rationale. 

42. With regard to Claim 22, Olano describes a system for editing an initial image (Col. 6, 
lines 50-67), comprising a first microprocessor running a first process and a second process for 
servicing requests from the first process (Col. 3, lines 45-53; Col. 4, lines 1 1-35); a memory 
(802, Figure 8) for storing a filter (Col. 10, lines 20-28), the filter requested by the first process 
(Col. 4, lines 1 1-21); a second memory (802) for storing a data structure comprising information 
used in the first process (Col 10, lines 20-28; Col. 6, lines 50-67), the first process causing the 
creation of the data structure (Col. 2, lines 45-52); a second microprocessor for running a 
program created using the data structure (Col. 4, lines 30-35, 54-60); a third memory (818) for 
storing a pixel image resulting from running the program (Col. 1 1, lines 14-18). 

However, Olano does not teach that the data structure comprises a relationship between 
the initial image and the filter. However, McCrossin discloses that the data structure comprises a 
relationship between the initial image and the filter (Col. 6, line 46-Col. 7, line 9). This would 
be obvious for the same reasons given in the rejection for Claim 1 . 
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43. With regard to Claim 23, Olano describes that the first and second memories are the same 
(802, Figure 8; Col. 10, lines 20-28; Col. 6, lines 50-67). 

44. With regard to Claim 25, Olano describes that the first and second memories are in 
system memory (802, Figure 8) and the third memory is in video memory (818) (Col 10, lines 
20-28; Col. 1 1, lines 14-18). 

45. With regard to Claim 26, Olano describes that the first microprocessor processes the data 
structure to produce the program for use on the second microprocessor (Col. 3, lines 45-53; Col. 
4, lines 30-35). 

46. With regard to Claim 27, Olano describes that the second microprocessor, under control 
of the program, causes the pixel image to be stored in the third memory (818) (Col. 1 1, lines 21- 
23, 32-33; Col. 4, lines 30-36). 

47. With regard to Claim 28, Olano describes a method of creating a result image comprising 
the steps of a first process requesting the creation of a result image (Col. 4, lines 1 1-21); a second 
process servicing the requests of the first process, the servicing comprising the steps of 
optimizing a graph representing the result image; compiling the optimized graph; causing the 
rendering of the compiled optimized graph (Col. 2, lines 45-56; Col. 4, lines 30-35). 

However, Olano does not teach that the first process requests the creation of a context; 
the first process indicating parameters associated with the creation of the result image; the first 
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process requesting that the result image be rendered to the context. However, McCrossin 
discloses that the first process requests the creation of a context (Col. 5, lines 49-50); the first 
process indicating parameters associated with the creation of the result image; the first process 
requesting that the result image be rendered to the context (Col. 6, lines 51-58; Col. 6, lines 9- 
21). This would be obvious for the same reasons given in the rejection for Claim 1. 

48. With regard to Claim 29, Olano describes that the creation of the result image comprises 
editing a pre-existing image (Col. 6, lines 50-67). 

49. With regard to Claim 30, Claim 30 is similar in scope to Claim 4, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

50. With regard to Claim 31, Olano describes that the step of optimizing a graph representing 
the first image (Col. 4, lines 30-36) comprises the step of analyzing adjacent nodes in the graph 
for the purpose of attempting to consolidate nodes (Col. 5, lines 33-45). 

5 1 . With regard to Claim 32, Claim 32 is similar in scope to Claim 31, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

52. With regard to Claim 36, Olano describes that the first process requests the output of a 
graph programmatically assembled by the first process (Col. 4, lines 1 1-35; Col. 2, lines 45-56). 
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However, Olano does not teach that the graph comprises one or more pre-defined filters. 
However, McCrossin discloses that the graph comprises one or more pre-defined filters (Col. 6, 
lines 59-67). This would be obvious for the same reasons given in the rejection for Claim 1 . 

53 . With regard to Claim 37, Olano describes that the first process programmatically 
assembled the graph in cooperation with the second process (Col. 4, line 61 -Col. 5, line 19). 

54. With regard to Claims 38-40, these claims are similar in scope to Claim 15-17 
respectively, and therefore are rejected under the same rationale. With regard to Claim 41, 
Claim 41 is similar in scope to Claim 40, and therefore is rejected under the same rationale. 

55. With regard to Claim 43, Claim 43 is similar in scope to Claim 28, except Claim 43 has 
the additional limitation that the first process and second process are running on a first 
microprocessor, and the rendering occurs on a second microprocessor. Olano discloses that the 
first process and second process are running on a first microprocessor, and the rendering occurs 
on a second microprocessor (Col. 3, lines 48-53; Col. 4, lines 30-35). Therefore, Claim 43 is 
rejected under the same rationale as Claim 28. 

56. With regard to Claims 44-47 and 5 1-56, these claims are similar in scope to Claims 29-32 
and 36-41 respectively, and therefore are rejected under the same rationale. 
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57. With regard to Claim 58, Olano describes a method for providing a high level interface to 
a graphics processing resource (Col. 4, lines 47-53) comprising a first process requesting 
performance of a task through one or more function calls serviced by the graphics processing 
resource (Col. 4, lines 11-21), the function calls selected from one or more of the following 
options: (i) creating of an image (Col. 10, lines 59-65); said request having an object associated 
therewith, the object comprising one of the following: an image (Col. 4, lines 15-21); the 
graphics processing resource servicing the request (Col. 4, lines 30-35). 

However, Olano does not teach that the request defines a relationship between at least 
one of the functions and one of the objects. However, McCrossin discloses that the request 
defines a relationship between at least one of the functions and one of the objects (Col. 6, line 
46-Col. 7, line 9). This would be obvious for the same reasons given in the rejection for Claim 
1. 

58. With regard to Claim 61, Olano describes the additional step of creating a graph 
representing an image (Col. 5, lines 3-19). 

59. With regard to Claim 62, Olano describes the additional step of optimizing the graph 
(Col. 4, lines 30-35; Col. 5, lines 3-19). 

60. With regard to Claims 63, 64, 66, and 67, these claims are similar in scope to Claims 58, 
59, 61, and 62 respectively, and therefore are rejected under the same rationale. 
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61. With regard to Claim 68, Olano does not teach that the function calls include the option 
of creating a filter. However, McCrossin discloses that the function calls include the option of 
creating a filter (Col. 6, lines 59-67). This would be obvious for the same reasons given in the 
rejection for Claim 1. 

62. With regard to Claim 69, Olano does not teach that the function calls include the option 
of setting arguments associated with the filter. However, McCrossin discloses that the function 
calls include the option of setting arguments associated with the filter (Col. 7, lines 1-7; Col. 6, 
lines 9-21). This would be obvious for the same reasons given in the rejection for Claim 1 . 

63. With regard to Claim 70, Claim 70 is similar in scope to Claim 69, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

64. With regard to Claim 71, Olano does not teach that said another object associated with 
the request may comprise a filter. However, McCrossin discloses that said another object 
associated with the request may comprise a filter (Col. 6, lines 59-67). This would be obvious 
for the same reasons given in the rejection for Claim 1 . 

65. With regard to Claim 72, Olano does not teach that another object associated with the 
request may be a vector. However, McCrossin discloses that another object associated with the 
request may be a vector (Col. 7, lines 14-17). This would be obvious for the same reasons given 
in the rejection for Claim 1. 
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66. With regard to Claim 73, Claim 73 is similar in scope to Claim 72, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

67. With regard to Claim 74, Olano describes a method for rendering an image comprising 
the steps of: a first process running on a CPU requesting the creation of an image; a graphics 
services resource, responding to the request by running a first routine on the CPU (Col. 4, lines 
30-36; Col. 3, lines 48-53), the first routine for optimizing a graph representing the image; the 
graphics services resource causing the rendering of the graph representing the image, the 
rendering occurring on a GPU (Col. 4, lines 30-36). 

However, Olano does not teach that the first process requests the rendering of the image 
to a specified context. However, McCrossin discloses that the first process requests the 
rendering of the image to a specified context (Col. 6, lines 9-16). This would be obvious for the 
same reasons given in the rejection for Claim 1 . 

68. With regard to Claim 85, Olano discloses a computer-readable medium having computer 
executable instructions for performing the method (Col. 12, lines 58-67) recited in Claim 1. 

69. Claims 3, 33-35, and 48-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Olano (US006717599B1) and McCrossin (US006600840B1) in view of Levy (US 
20020033844A1). 
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70. With regard to Claim 3, Olano and McCrossin are relied upon for the teachings as 
discussed above relative to Claim 2. 

However, Olano and McCrossin do not teach that the step of optimizing includes the step 
of using a cache look-up to see if the pixel-image result is already in cache. However, Levy 
describes that the step of optimizing includes the step of using a cache look-up to see if the pixel- 
image result is already in cache [0184, 0021, 0038]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention by 
applicant to modify the devices of Olano and McCrossin so that the step of optimizing includes 
the step of using a cache look-up to see if the pixel-image result is already in cache as suggested 
by Levy because Levy suggests the advantage of avoiding repeated read operations on the same 
content [0184]. 

71. With regard to Claim 33, Olano discloses the step of analyzing adjacent nodes (Col. 5, 
lines 3-19, 33-45) and storing the result of such analysis in memory (Col. 5, lines 61-67). 

However, Olano does not teach the step of checking a cache to determine if the result of 
such analysis is available in a memory. However, Levy describes the step of checking a cache to 
determine if the pixel-image result is available in a memory [0184, 0021, 0038]. This would be 
obvious for the same reasons given in the rejection for Claim 3. 



72. With regard to Claim 34, Olano discloses the step of optimizing the graph (Col. 4, lines 
30-36; Col. 5, lines 3-19) and storing the optimized graph in memory (Col 5, lines 3-19, 33-45). 
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However, Olano does not teach the step of checking a cache to determine if the graph has 
already been optimized. However, Levy describes the step of checking a cache to determine if 
the pixel-image result is already in memory [0184, 0021, 0038]. This would be obvious for the 
same reasons given in the rejection for Claim 3. 

73. With regard to Claim 35, Olano discloses the step of optimizing the graph (Col. 4, lines 
30-36; Col. 5, lines 3-19) and storing the result of rendering the graph in memory (Col. 21-23, 
32-33). 

Olano does not teach the step of checking a cache to determine if the result of rendering 
the graph is available in a memory. However, Levy describes the step of checking a cache to 
determine if the pixel-image result is available in a memory [0184, 0021, 0038]. This would be 
obvious for the same reasons given in the rejection for Claim 3. 

74. With regard to Claims 48-50, these claims are similar in scope to Claims 33-35 
respectively, and therefore are rejected under the same rationale. 

75. Claims 7, 9, 60, and 65 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Olano (US006717599B1) and McCrossin (US006600840B1) in view of Parikh 
(US006411301B1). 

76. With regard to Claim 7, Olano and McCrossin are relied upon for the teachings as 
discussed above relative to Claim 1 . 
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However, Olano and McCrossin do not teach that the compiled program is for a single 
microprocessor. However, Parikh describes that the compiled program is for a single 
microprocessor (Col. 26, lines 29-62). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention by 
applicant to modify the devices of Olano and McCrossin so that the compiled program is for a 
single microprocessor as suggested by Parikh because Parikh suggests the advantage of still 
being able to perform the graphics processing even when a graphics processor for which the 
software is written for is not available (Col. 26, lines 29-62). 

77. With regard to Claim 9, Olano does not teach that the single microprocessor is a CPU. 
However, Parikh describes that the single microprocessor is a CPU (Col 26, lines 29-62). This 
would be obvious for the same reasons given in the rejection for Claim 7. 

78. With regard to Claim 60, Olano does not teach that the request is serviced using an 
emulator to run a GPU program on a CPU. However, Parikh describes that the request is 
serviced using an emulator to run a GPU program on a CPU (Col. 26, lines 29-62). This would 
be obvious for the same reasons given in the rejection for Claim 7. 

79. With regard to Claim 65, Claim 65 is similar in scope to Claim 60, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 
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80. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Olano 
(US006717599B1), McCrossin (US006600840B1), and Parikh (US006411301B1) in view of 
Doyle (US006867779B1). 

Olano, McCrossin, and Parikh are relied upon for the teachings as discussed above 
relative to Claim 7. 

However, Olano, McCrossin, and Parikh do not teach that the single microprocessor is a 
programmable GPU. However, Doyle discloses dividing up the rendering between the CPU and 
the GPU based on the progress of one device of the two devices (Col. 1, lines 20-26; Col. 2, lines 
1-3). Therefore, if the CPU is busy, the rendering is only performed in the GPU. Therefore, 
Doyle discloses that the single microprocessor is a programmable GPU. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention by 
applicant to modify the devices of Olano, McCrossin, and Parikh so that the single 
microprocessor is a programmable GPU as suggested by Doyle because Doyle suggests the 
advantage of using the device that would most quickly process the command to process the 
command (Col. 1, lines 20-26). 

81. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Olano 
(US006717599B1) and McCrossin (US006600840B1) in view of Sturges (US005854637A). 

Olano and McCrossin are relied upon for the teachings as discussed above relative to 
Claim 22. 
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However, Olano and McCrossin do not teach that the first, second and third memories are 
the same. However, Sturges discloses a system with an API (Col 11, lines 42-45), comprising 
using a shared memory for both the system memory and the frame buffer (Col. 3, lines 7-15). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention by 
applicant to modify the devices of Olano and McCrossin so that the first, second and third 
memories are the same as suggested by Sturges because Sturges suggests the advantage of being 
able to use unused portions of the frame buffer memory to be employed as system memory (Col. 
1, lines 35-41). 

82. Claims 42 and 57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Olano 
(US006717599B1) and McCrossin (US006600840B1) in view of Stokes (US006977661B1). 

83 . With regard to Claim 42, Olano and McCrossin are relied upon for the teachings as 
discussed above relative to Claim 28. Olano teaches that the second process inserts nodes into 
the graph for performing certain functions (Col. 5, lines 3-19). 

However, Olano and McCrossin do not teach that the functions include functions for 
converting an original color scheme to an operating color scheme and for converting the 
operating color scheme back to the original color scheme. However, Stokes discloses converting 
an original color scheme to an operating color scheme and converting the operating color scheme 
back to the original color scheme (Col. 5, lines 63-67). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention by 
applicant to modify the devices of Olano and McCrossin so that the second process inserts nodes 
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into the graph for converting an original color scheme to an operating color scheme and for 
converting the operating color scheme back to the original color scheme as suggested by Stokes 
because Stokes suggests that this is needed because the color data generated by an image- 
capturing device are generally in a device-specific color space that is different from the color 
space or spaces used by the image-processing application for image editing (Col. 1, lines 40-44). 

84. With regard to Claim 57, Claim 57 is similar in scope to Claim 42, and therefore is 
rejected under the same rationale. 

85. Claim 59 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Olano 
(US006717599B1) and McCrossin (US006600840B1) in view of Doyle (US006867779B1). 

Olano and McCrossin are relied upon for the teachings as discussed above relative to 
Claim 58. 

However, Olano and McCrossin do not teach that the request is serviced using a GPU and 
a CPU. However, Doyle teaches that the request is serviced using a GPU and a CPU (Col. 2, 
lines 1-3). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention by 
applicant to modify the devices of Olano and McCrossin so that the request is serviced using a 
GPU and a CPU as suggested by Doyle because Doyle suggests that this accelerates the speed by 
which a three-dimensional image can be rendered (Col. 1, lines 7-10). 
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86. Claims 76 and 77 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Olano 
(US006717599B1) in view of Levy (US 20020033 844A1). 

87. With regard to Claim 76, Olano is relied upon for the teachings as discussed above 
relative to Claim 75. Olano teaches the step of determining if the first node may be combined 
with the second node, and the result is stored in memory (Col. 5, lines 33-60). 

However, Olano does not teach the step of checking a cache to determine if there is a 
result is already in memory regarding such determination regarding combining nodes. However, 
Levy discloses the step of checking a cache to determine if the pixel-image result is already in 
memory [0184, 0021, 0038]. This would be obvious for the same reasons given in the rejection 
for Claim 3. 

88. With regard to Claim 77, Olano discloses the step of resolving the first node and storing 
the resolution of the first node in memory (Col. 5, lines 33-60). 

Olano does not teach that the step of resolving the first node comprises the step of 
checking a cache to determine if there is a result in memory regarding the resolution of the first 
node. However, Levy discloses the step of checking a cache to determine if the pixel-image 
result is already in memory [0184, 0021, 0038]. This would be obvious for the same reasons 
given in the rejection for Claim 3. 

89. Claim 78 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Olano 
(US006717599B1) in view of French (US006266053B1). 
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Olano is relied upon for the teachings as discussed above relative to Claim 75. 

However, Olano does not teach that the first node is a root node. However, French 
describes that the first node is a root node (Col. 3, lines 65-66). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention by 
applicant to modify the device of Olano so that the first node is a root node as suggested by 
French. French suggests that many elements of media context are heavily time dependent (Col. 
3, lines 10-28), and root nodes are needed in order to integrate a time context and time 
inheritance into a graph oriented scene modeling system without requiring the adoption or 
learning of a new programming language (Col. 4, lines 32-36; Col. 6, lines 15-23). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joni Hsu whose telephone number is 571-272-7785. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ulka Chauhan can be reached on 571-272-7782. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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